In 2010, a rapidly growing body of public scholars continued to conduct engaged research that involved various forms of collaboration, advocacy, and activism. Practicing anthropologists are among the most powerful champions of engaged scholarship and are increasingly focused on tracing the concrete dimensions of public engagement. Practicing anthropologists in 2010 made a concerted effort to critically assess precisely what constitutes collaboration, engagement, activism, advocacy, and a host of similarly politicized but ambiguous terms. This self-reflection has probed the philosophical, political, and methodological dimensions of engagement and painted a rich and complex picture of practicing anthropology. In this article, I review those 2010 studies that are focused on critically defining an engaged anthropology and expanding it to rigorously four-field public scholarship with conscious and reflective politics.
anthropological discourses that reach back into the 1960s, if not a century or more. The question of whether or not engaged scholarship has won over anthropology has apparently been settled, with every corner of the discipline concretely confronting the politics of anthropological insight.
The concrete issues facing a broadly defined practicing anthropology in 2010 are not especially unique or distinct from those that have been at the heart of public anthropology for the last decade: for instance, anthropological voices continue to confront the complexities of cultural diversity, social justice, and the color line at the dawn of the 21st century; anthropologists stand at the heart of rich interdisciplinary discourses on the environment, culture, and climate change;
and anthropological archaeology and museum scholarship continue to rigorously probe how visions of heritage and the past shape contemporary life. What may distinguish contemporary practicing anthropologies in 2010 is less a topical transformation than an increasingly focused interrogation of the ways in which engagement and public scholarship are being invoked. Much of the most thoughtful recent work presses for clarity in the politics of collaborative relationships and the ways public discourse is informed by anthropological insight. The goal of such scholarship is not to craft a unified politics for engaged research but instead to advocate for clarity in public scholarship at a moment when civic engagement is taken to mean a whole host of things, some quite creative and others hazarding a descent into the reactionary. The specific contours of an engaged politics will likely always remain somewhat ambiguous because there are myriad contexts in which engaged scholarship is conducted, but thoughtful and creative scholars are critically assessing the ways in which activism, engagement, advocacy, collaboration, and community politics are being used.
In this article, I focus on several key anthropological contributions that confront the politics of an engaged scholarship we can call "practicing," which in my usage here is research that consciously positions itself within public dialogue (Brondo 2010; Checker 2009; Johnston 2008) . Specifically, this research examines the politics of collaboration across and along various lines of power; it dissects the components of a community constituency; and it pushes beyond simply dubbing itself "engaged," instead pressing onward to trace the concrete contours of engagement and stress the scholarly and applied insights such engagement provides. The number of anthropological contributions across such realms in 2010 alone is truly immense, cross-cutting every possible anthropological niche and reaching from conventional academic literature into public discourses. I focus here on several key areas in anthropology in which scholars are creatively and reflectively taking into account the politics of engagement, and I take my lead from two primary sources.
The first source is the practicing anthropology "Year in Review" article by Keri Vacanti Brondo (2010) , which identified several key areas of expansion in public anthropology in 2009. In particular, she pointed to the expansion of public archaeology, the growth of community programs in museums, and the creative ways in which anthropologists continue to reach new constituencies. Indeed, as Brondo indicated in her review, a practicing anthropology has very firmly taken hold in a breadth of archaeological and museum scholarship and spilled out into a complex range of public media that collectively wrestle with the politics of anthropological insight and engagement. Some of the most significant growth and self-reflection has taken place in scholarship that identifies itself as archaeology-or museum-based scholarship, but this Author's version. Final version published as: . Practicing anthropology and the politics of engagement: 2010 year in review. American Anthropologist, 113(2) , 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1111/j.1548-1433.2011.01327.x research on cultural heritage is thoroughly interdisciplinary and borrows liberally from reflective ethnographic insights and methods as well as conventional archaeological and museum methodology. These broadly based public projects that are consciously engaged in four-field anthropology may indeed be one of the discipline's most interesting directions of growth. One answer to that question seems to revolve around the distinctive ways in which practicing anthropologies impact public policy, normally through some conscious and strategic activism and advocacy. For instance, Ida Susser uses her research on AIDS in South Africa to argue that "it is practically impossible to study a place where people are becoming infected from a preventable disease without advocating for preventive resources" (2010:S232) . Her position frames engaged work in terms of social justice, stressing that "ethnography in such situations
[must] include intervention as an integral and legitimate aspect of research" (Susser 2010:S232 enhance or lead to social justice" (Kirsch 2010:75) . For Kirsch, such work has not necessarily produced new research questions, but he sees the critical distinction of emergent work to be that scholars are now "asking questions about how to integrate ethnography and activism, or new forms of political engagement, within their initial fieldwork projects" (Kirsch 2010:72) .
Kirsch posits that concerns for social justice have unseated conventional commitments to "objectivity," and he believes that a comparable interest in the sociopolitical implications of research has permeated every possible discipline and erased facile distinctions between research and application. The theory that such engagement hazards a sacrifice of objectivity is rejected by Barbara Rose Johnston (2010) , who instead suggests that problem-focused, collaborative research is an exceptionally powerful mechanism for securing meaningful informed consent that dissects research methods and questions, articulates anticipated research outcomes, and outlines both researcher and community rights and obligations. Johnston stresses that one form of such problem-focused scholarship considers its "field" as "literally in your backyard," because "the sharing of anthropological insight, and ready to confront the purposes of engaged research.
Clarke levels pointed criticism at a universal codes of ethics, claiming that practicing anthropology must frame engagement that "goes beyond public social criticism" and concluding spaces, and assessing the shifting demography in a community that has been home to Irish and German Americans as well as Latinos. The students then published a book that included essays on community history, environmental conditions, and labor conditions and held a community event at which the book was distributed to community members (Hyatt et al. 2009 ). Kimbra
Smith (2010) uses her experience teaching anthropological fieldwork in Ecuador to argue that the sustainability and success of such projects hinges on high levels of community participation and a focus on community-chosen research goals. She champions a cyclical process in which students and community members identify issues, create research plans and work toward them, and constantly assess both successes and failures as the methods, goals, and questions are refined. Smith stresses that such overseas collaborative research conducted with students brings a host of challenges, including familiar culture-shock issues as well as students' surprise that a collaborative research course can be somewhat less clearly structured and predictable than a classroom-based course.
A central thread of Smith's conceptualization of an engaged, public anthropology is her interest in pushing beyond conventional "service-learning" models, and this circumspect assessment of the politics of service learning is common to an increasing number of scholars. For example, Dorothy Holland and colleagues discuss their interdisciplinary, engaged research program at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. They underscore their attempt to expand on traditional service learning in which "the impetus tends to be unidirectional-from campus to communities-and thus such work does not qualify as engaged scholarship" (Holland et al. 2010:3) . They see outdated academic conventions as barrier to engaged scholarship: for example, the academy privileges publication, and community-based knowledge and the role of community members as peer researchers tends to be less valued. Holland and colleagues accept the widely acknowledged hazards of collaborative research, which remains a relationship with power inequalities; they recognize that engaged scholarship can produce tensions with a community when such research produces unpredictable results; and they accept that the specific definition of a community is fluid and positional. Holland and colleagues also are wary of how the notion of "engagement" is deployed by universities, pointing to a well-funded program in social entrepreneurism at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, that aspires to community sustainability using a variety of business models that are not especially comfortable fits with the critical perspective of much engaged scholarship. touring the museum's collections, identified a canoe-prow ornament that had not been specified as a potentially repatriable Tlingit object . The Tlingit representative was able to identify the prow as an ornament on the only canoe to survive an 1882 U.S. Navy bombardment of the community of Angoon. The canoe was carefully maintained by the Tlingit until it was no longer seaworthy, and it was then cremated, sans the canoe-prow piece. Somehow the beaver-shaped prow was acquired in 1911 and came to the American Museum of Natural History, but after the Tlinigt visit to the museum the prow was repatriated to Angoon on the 117th anniversary of the village's naval bombardment. The prow piece now is again being used in village ceremonies.
George Nicholas and colleagues press repatriation still further, taking a close look at the politics of "intangible" cultural heritage, which they define as "the preferences, knowledge and know-how that give material property its meanings" (Nicholas et al. 2010:11??) . Rather than see repatriation simply as the ownership of and access to material things, they more ambitiously tackle who "should control, have access to, or benefit from cultural heritage, past and present" Because it is so often literally conducted in public space, archaeology provides some exceptionally creative examples of practicing scholarship, and increasingly more archaeologists now assume that collaboration with local constituencies and descendant communities is essential research methodology. Since 2002, for instance, the New Philadelphia archaeological project has examined the material remains of the Illinois town of New Philadelphia, which was established in 1836 and had disappeared by the early 20th century (Shackel 2010) . New Philadelphia presents some interesting hurdles to an engaged archaeology: its African American community has since disappeared, and its site is now a remote field in a region of rural western Illinois with a somewhat typical but undistinguished racist heritage. Yet, both local and descendant communities place some claim on the heritage of New Philadelphia, and the archaeological project was consciously framed from the outset as, in Anna Agbe-Davies's words, "an accountable archaeology" determined to "build trust and credibility among stakeholders" (2010c:2). Agbe-Davies demonstrates that the archaeological use of the term stakeholder to refer to its community partners is a consciously politicized effort to recognize "the risk, the In the last two decades, probably the most important engaged archaeological project in the United States has been the African Burial Ground Project in New York, a project that has borne enormous cautionary tales for some archaeologists but has more importantly outlined concrete, reflective mechanisms for community collaboration that rigorously assess research methods, goals, and community relationships. The project's scientific director, Michael Blakey (2010) , argues that, at the African burial ground site, diasporan descendants had no legal foothold akin to NAGPRA on which they could advocate for the disposition of the burial ground's remains. The African American community seized control of the project when it initially involved no consequential community role, and when Blakey's research team began work, they designated that community as their "ethical client." Blakey sees this status as quite different from the conventional notion of a "stakeholder": the burial-ground research team was a technical adviser to that ethical client, and it was that ethical client that had ultimate decision neighboring communities because their inclusion implied (although university representatives made it explicit that they also believed this) that community-based knowledge was as legitimate as any ideas produced from within the academy" (2010:36) . Such university and community collaborations normally involve some negotiations over the institution's desires to flourish, if not grow, and in the case of Kentland Farm, the university wanted to insure that the farm remained a working agricultural space for students, even as the community pressed for stewardship and access to the cemetery. The parties reached an agreement to use archaeology to identify the specific location of the burials without removing human remains and subsequently grant public access to the undisturbed cemetery space. Here, the research thoughtfully borrows from rigorous ethnographic methods as well as material-culture analysis and broader social-scientific methods and insights. One of the most prosaic but interesting management decisions was made after a university official expressed concern that some weeds were growing on the newly identified cemetery. That vegetation included pokeweed, but the community asked that the pokeweed be left on the site because historically it was often consumed and thus is viewed as "'part of our That workshop aspired to focus on the actual dynamics of inclusion that build communities rather than the inherited, constructed, and imagined community labels that archaeologists routinely study. The workshop proposed that all archaeology is inevitably community-based scholarship and cannot avoid being engaged. The workshop was held at the African Burial Ground National Monument in New York, confronting the politics of engaged archaeology at the scene of perhaps the most powerful example of a community archaeological project.
The composition of community is largely vested in state policies that legally compel scholars to produce a public scholarship rooted in some discrete community, so just as NAGPRA radically impacted archaeological scholarship, similar codes hold the potential for significant Canadian territory of Nunavut centers on a territorial mandate to develop scholarly projects that address Inuit issues. In his research, Griebel asks how a broadly defined archaeology can make such a contribution to Inuit cultural heritage. Territorial law introduced in 1999 mandated that community outreach was required for all archaeological projects, a law that was intended to ensure "that researchers engage local communities through employment and education" and to require archaeologists to "convince Inuit community councils of their explicit effort to involve and benefit local populations" (Griebel 2010:76) . This move forced archaeologists to understand "the relationship between archaeologists and Inuit communities in more ethnographic terms," an increasingly commonplace methodological, social, and ethical sentiment among contemporary archaeologists. Greibel was demoralized to find that Inuit residents showed little interest in field
excavation, yet Inuit elders emphasized that it was not fieldwork itself that was important;
instead, they were interested in discussions that could be focused on archaeological material remains, landscapes, and their connections to community memory. The resulting projects did involve some archaeological fieldwork, but like many practicing archaeology projects, the research uses materiality primarily as a departure point for community-based heritage projects.
Heritage projects involving archaeological research now routinely invoke the notion of "community" in concert with an implied, if not professed, commitment to engagement. AgbeDavies (2010b) argues that much of how community is considered by archaeologists turns on how scholars view their obligations, in both an ethical as well as intellectual sense; that is, she argues, archaeologists once saw their only obligation to be to scientific objectivity , but practicing archaeologists now consider their primary obligation to be to public constituencies.
Author's version. Final version published as: . Practicing anthropology and the politics of engagement: 2010 year in review. American Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1111 Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10. /j.1548 Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10. -1433 Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10. .2011 Agbe-Davies explores the broad range of "communities" in African diasporan archaeologies, in which archaeologists have long partnered in various ways with literal descendant communities as well as the broader African American community that lays some claim to that diasporan heritage.
Agbe-Davies argues that archaeologists and other practicing scholars who wish to work with fluidly constituted and internally complex communities must "fit into existing networks" and approach "'community' as a process rather than a thing or place" (2010b:385).
DEFINING ACTIVISM
A circle of public scholars concerned with heritage issues have embraced their work as "activism," a term that has been invoked in anthropological circles since the 1960s but remains somewhat broadly defined. Larry Zimmerman, Courtney Singleton, and Jessica Welch outline an interesting amplification of such activist scholarship in a broadly structured material study of homelessness, presenting their research project as consciously activist in its intention to "make a difference in people's lives" (2010:445) . Their activism pivots on their disquiet with archaeologists' apparent unwillingness to see archaeological research as "even remotely political in its actions and implications" (Zimmerman et al. 2010:443) . They propose a definition of activism revolving around ethical obligations beyond scholarly circles, lamenting that archaeologists are without "a real sense of obligation or understanding that their work might actually be valuable beyond just the human interest to be derived from providing perspective on cultural adaptations over time" (Zimmerman et al. 2010:443-444) . They advocate a translational scholarship that works "with others to transform their knowledge into practical applications to
Author's version. Final version published as: . Practicing anthropology and the politics of engagement: 2010 year in review. American Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1111 Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10. /j.1548 Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10. -1433 Anthropologist, 113(2), 235-245. http://dx.doi.org/ 10. .2011 benefit communities" championing an activism that seeks to solve real-life problems identified during collaborative research (Zimmerman et al. 2010:444) . Much of their fine-grained material analysis of the spaces in which homeless people live has clear policy implications on how shelters and community agencies serve the homeless. For example, they found that homeless "camps" were filled with unopened bottles of shampoo, conditioner, and deodorant, reflecting that the absence of running water made such goods relatively useless; likewise, unopened (or heat-ruptured) canned foods were present in significant quantities at the sites, but the homeless rarely had can openers. Consequently, many of these goods provided by well-meaning agencies
were not especially useful to the homeless. The researchers found that a vast number of homeless people maintained blogs, often migrating to public libraries during the day and composing blogs with practical advice on life on the streets as well as philosophical and political ruminations on being homeless. The project paints a broad and complicated picture of homelessness that borrows from highly focused archaeological insights and broader ethnographic methods while producing concrete policy implications, some of which are modest interventions and others, more consequential.
The 2010 volume Archaeologists as Activists: Can Archaeologists Change the World?
ambitiously looks beyond the intellectual products of research (e.g., site reports, books) and their assumed benefits shaping our collective heritage. Instead, the volume points to the many unintended consequences of the social practice of conducting archaeology in and with communities and champions archaeology projects that "advocate for or consciously affect contemporary communities" (Stottman 2010:3 continuum of practice from public presentation to activism, seeing the former as a foundation for activism but arguing that activism is "more about intentionality and advocacy, which should be a focus for projects, not an aside" (2010:8) . Stottman lays out complex ethnographic expectations for activism, arguing that scholars "must reconceptualize and broaden their view of archaeology.
… Archaeologists as activists can intentionally use their skills and research to advocate for the communities in which they conduct research" (2010:8-9 ). This vision of activism is based on community collaborations and an expectation that archaeological practice and knowledge is appropriately seen as an agent for change.
Sonya Atalay (2010) proposes an activism that is "action-based" and examines how community-based participatory research programs can engage communities in heritage management and produce socially and intellectually relevant scholarship. For example, at the 9,000-year-old site of Çatalhöyük, Turkey, Atalay found that local constituencies were leery to collaborate because they needed a deeper understanding of archaeology itself. Local residents have worked at the site since it was first excavated in 1958 but had little understanding of the research process or the products that emerged from fieldwork. Atalay describes an internship program and a theater project that were designed to increase knowledge about heritagemanagement issues and archaeological knowledge before any genuine participatory or collaborative research could be conducted.
[ The AA public anthropology reviews section highlights this vast breadth of anthropological products. In 2010, the single year the section's been running, it contained reviews of a blog on "microgardening," articles in popular magazines, papers at conferences, technical reports, and web-based multimedia sites as well as "dialogic" reviews with two commentators. For instance, David Price (2010) "undervalued or unrecognized by formal academic assessments" (2010: 141. This is a modest but significant thread in the anthropological scholarship on engagement that deserves more attention:
that is, community service and scholarship such as blogs are routinely undervalued in academic promotion and review, yet it is very labor intensive to develop and sustain community projects or maintain an active and thoughtful blog.
The column has also tackled the range of policy papers that are routinely ignored. Ruth
Gomberg-Muñoz examines a set of U.S.-Mexico Border and Immigration Task Force policy papers that support "reduced militarization of the border region and enhanced oversight of border enforcement agencies and activities" (2010:143) . Gomberg-Muñoz underscores the papers' strengths in framing problems in "everyday interactions and matter-of-fact language" (2010:144) while pointing toward the ways anthropologists might more assertively contribute to such policy research.
The now year-old section in AA reflects the rich ways practicing anthropologists are reaching beyond narrow academic communities and traditional scholarship and how such new discursive forms are coming to influence the way people view a range of social issues.
REFLECTING ON ENGAGED ANTHROPOLOGIES
In her review of practicing anthropology in 2009, Brondo emphasized that public anthropology had entered "a new phase of advanced engagement at local, national, and international levels" and Barbara Rose Johnston's (2008:172) claim that such practicing scholarship is the "common dimension of all anthropological work" seems truer than ever before. An increasing range of public scholars in nearly every discipline have at least begun to conduct such engaged research, so anthropology now vigorously and critically explores the most fundamental dimensions of public anthropology, dissecting the politics of collaboration, activism, advocacy, collaboration, and community in ways that reflectively assess engagement.
In the previous two "year in review" articles on practicing anthropology, Checker and Brondo pointed to the gradual emergence of an anthropological scholarship in heritage, one that is focused on archaeology and museum anthropology. The growth of public heritage projects firmly grounded in material-culture analysis, public historical and cultural interpretation, and rigorous ethnography is perhaps a "sea change" (see Checker et al. 2010) in archaeology that has been building over the past decade. However, perhaps it is less a sea change and more a symptom of practicing anthropology's growth: practicing anthropology is an area of study not easily reduced to simply extending the methods or insights of one of the four subfields because 
